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December  21, 2002 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 


RE:    Availability  of  Environmental  Review  Document  (Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration) 

This  notice  is  to  inform  you  of  the  availabiHty  of  the  environmental  review  document  concerning  the  proposed  project  as 
described  below.  The  document  is  a  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration,  containing  information  about  the 
possible  envirorunental  effects  of  the  proposed  project.  The  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  documents  the 
determination  of  the  Planning  Department  that  the  proposed  project  could  not  have  a  significant  adverse  effect  on  the 
environment.  Preparation  of  a  Negative  Declaration  does  not  indicate  a  decision  by  the  City  to  carry  out  or  not  to  carry 
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et-  The  project  site  is  located  at  701  Lombard  Street,  on  Assessor's  Block  074,  Lot 
ire-foot  (sf)  sife  is  the  only  parcel  on  a  triangular  block  bounded  by  Columbus 
and  is  currently  used  as  a  paved  surface  parking  lot.  The  proposed  project  includes 
-unit  condominium  residential  structure,  two  small  ground  floor  retail  spaces  at  the 
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;  (gsf)  of  condominium  off-street  parking,  811  gsf  of  commercial  retail  space,  9,974 
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linary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  or  have  questions  concerning  environmental 
act  Leigh  Kienker  of  the  Planning  Department  Major  Environmental  Analysis 


lublication  of  the  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  (i.e.,  by  close  of 
son  may: 


id  Negative  Declaration  as  an  informational  item  and  take  no  action. 


2)  Make  recommendations  for  amending  the  text  of  the  document.  The  text  of  the  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative 
Declaration  may  be  amended  to  clarify  or  correct  statements  and/or  expanded  to  include  additional  relevant  issues 
or  cover  issues  in  greater  depth.  One  may  recommend  amending  the  text  without  the  appeal  described  below.  - 
OR- 


3)  Appeal  the  determination  of  no  significant  effect  on  the  environment  to  the  Planning  Commission  in  a  letter  which 
specifies  the  grounds  for  such  appeal,  accompanied  by  a  check  for  $209.00  payable  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department.  An  appeal  requires  the  Planning  Commission  to  determine  whether  or  not  an  Environmental  Impact 
Report  must  be  prepared  based  upon  whether  or  not  the  proposed  project  could  cause  a  substantial  adverse  change 
'n  the  environment. 

D 

pgp  (sence  of  an  appeal,  the  Negative  Declaration  shall  be  made  final,  subject  to  necessary  modifications,  after  20 

711  4097    ^      '^^^^     publication  of  the  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration. 

•"^  01Lombard_01.1063\EDocuments\NOA01_1063.doc 

DOCUMENTS  DEPT 


DEC  2  7  2002 


SAN  FRANCiSCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  •  1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500  •  San  Francisco,  California  •  94103-2414 


MAIN  NUMBER 


DIRECTOR'S  OFHCE 
PHONE:  558-6411 


ZONING  ADMINISTRATOR 
PHONE:  558-6350 


PLANNING  INFORMATION 
PHONE:  558-6377 


COMMISSION  CALENDAR 
INFO:  558-6422 


(415)  558-6378 


4TH  FLOOR 
FAX:  558-6426 


5TH  FLOOR 
FAX:  558-6409 


MAJOR  ENVIRONMENTAL 
FAX:  558-5991 


INTERNET  WEB  SITE 
WWW.SFG0V.ORG/PLANNING 


December  21, 2002 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

RE:    Availability  of  Environmental  Review  Document  (Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration) 

This  notice  is  to  inform  you  of  the  availability  of  the  environmental  review  document  concerning  the  proposed  project  as 
described  below.  The  document  is  a  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration,  containing  information  about  the 
possible  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  project.  The  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  documents  the 
determination  of  the  Planning  Department  that  the  proposed  project  could  not  have  a  significant  adverse  effect  on  the 
environment.  Preparation  of  a  Negative  Declaration  does  not  indicate  a  decision  by  the  City  to  carry  out  or  not  to  carry 
out  the  proposed  project. 

Project  Title  and  Description; 

2001.1063E:  701  Lombard  Street-  The  project  site  is  located  at  701  Lombard  Street,  on  Assessor's  Block  074,  Lot 
001.  The  approximately  4,116-square-foot  (sf)  sife  is  the  only  parcel  on  a  triangular  block  bounded  by  Columbus 
Avenue,  Lombard,  and  Mason  Streets  and  is  currently  used  as  a  paved  surface  parking  lot.  The  proposed  project  includes 
the  construction  of  a  four-story,  nine-unit  condominium  residential  structure,  two  small  ground  floor  retail  spaces  at  the 
Columbus  Avenue  building  comers,  and  nine  interior  ground  floor  parking  stalls.  The  building  would  include 
approximately  2,746  gross  square  feet  (gsf)  of  condominium  off-street  parking,  811  gsf  of  commercial  retail  space,  9,974 
gsf  for  nine  condominium  dwelling  units  on  the  second  through  fourth  floors,  a  2,219  gsf  common  roof  deck,  and  nine 
off-street  parking  spaces,  totaling  approximately  15,476  gsf.  Vehicular  access  to  the  site  would  be  from  Mason  Street. 
The  proposed  building  would  be  approximately  40  feet  in  height  on  a  lot  sloping  down  gradient  along  Columbus  Avenue. 
The  project  would  include  the  demolition  of  the  existing  parking  lot  and  an  existing  subsurface  concrete  slab  foundation 
from  an  earlier  building.  The  site  is  within  the  North  Beach  Neighborhood  Commercial  (NCD)  zoning  district  and  40-X 
height  and  bulk  district 

If  you  would  like  a  copy  of  the  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  or  have  questions  concerning  environmental 
review  of  the  proposed  project,  contact  Leigh  Kienker  of  the  Planning  Department  Major  Environmental  Analysis 
section  at  415/  558-5970. 

Within  20  calendar  days  following  publication  of  the  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  (i.e.,  by  close  of 
business  on  January  11, 2003,  any  person  may: 

1)  Review  the  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  as  an  informational  item  and  take  no  action. 

2)  Make  recommendations  for  amending  the  text  of  the  document.  The  text  of  the  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative 
Declaration  may  be  amended  to  clarify  or  correct  statements  and/or  expanded  to  include  additional  relevant  issues 
or  cover  issues  in  greater  depth.  One  may  recommend  amending  the  text  without  the  appeal  described  below.  - 


3)  Appeal  the  determination  of  no  significant  effect  on  the  environment  to  the  Planning  Commission  in  a  letter  which 
specifies  the  grounds  for  such  appeal,  accompanied  by  a  check  for  $209.00  payable  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department.  An  appeal  requires  the  Planning  Commission  to  determine  whether  or  not  an  Environmental  Impact 
Report  must  be  prepared  based  upon  whether  or  not  the  proposed  project  could  cause  a  substantial  adverse  change 
in  the  environment. 

In  the  absence  of  an  appeal,  the  Negative  Declaration  shall  be  made  final,  subject  to  necessary  modifications,  after  20 
days  from  the  date  of  publication  of  the  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration. 
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PRELIMINARY  MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE  DECLARATION 

Date  of  Publication  of  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration:  December  21 ,  2002 

Lead  Agency:       City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Planning  Department 
1660  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Agency  Contact  Person:  Leigh  Kienker  Telephone:  (415)  558-5970 

Project  Title:  2001.1063E  -  701  Lombard  St.  Project  Sponsor/Contact:  Bruce  Baumann 

Mixed-Use  Commercial,  Residential  Building  (415)  397-7415 

Project  Address:  701  Lombard  St. 

Assessor's  Block  and  Lot:       Block  074,  Lot  001 
City  and  County:  San  Francisco 

Project  Description:  The  project  site  is  located  at  701  Lombard  Street,  on  Assessor's  Block  074,  Lot  001.  The 
approximately  4,116-square-foot  (sf)  site  is  the  only  parcel  on  a  triangular  block  bounded  by  Columbus  Avenue, 
Lombard,  and  Mason  Streets  and  is  currently  used  as  a  paved  surface  parking  lot.  The  proposed  project  includes  the 
construction  of  a  four-story,  nine-unit  residential  structure,  two  small  ground  floor  retail  spaces  at  the  Columbus 
Avenue  building  comers,  and  nine  interior  ground  floor  parking  stalls.  The  building  would  include  approximately 
2,746  gross  square  feet  (gsf)  of  condominium  off-street  parking,  811  gsf  of  retail  space,  9,974  gsf  for  nine 
condominium  dwelling  units  on  the  second  through  fourth  floors,  a  2,219  gross-square-foot  conamon  roof  deck,  and 
nine  off-street  parking  spaces,  totaling  approximately  15,476  gsf.  Vehicular  access  to  the  site  would  be  from  Mason 
Street.  The  proposed  building  would  be  approximately  40  feet  in  height  on  a  lot  sloping  down  gradient  along 
Columbus  Avenue.  The  project  would  include  the  demolition  of  the  existing  parking  lot  and  an  existing  subsurface 
concrete  slab  foundation  from  an  earlier  building.  The  site  is  within  the  North  Beach  Neighborhood  Commercial 
(NCD)  zoning  district  and  a  40-X  height  and  bulk  district 

Building  Permit  AppUcation  Numbers:  2001.12205662S 

THIS  PROJECT  COULD  NOT  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT.  This  finding  is 
based  upon  the  criteria  of  the  Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections  15064  (Determining  Significant 
Effect),  15065  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance)  and  15070  (Decision  to  Prepare  a  Negative  Declaration),  and  the 
following  reasons  as  documented  in  the  Initial  Evaluation  (Initial  Study)  for  the  project,  which  is  attached:  Mitigation 
measures  included  in  this  project  to  avoid  potentially  significant  effects:  See  page  28. 

cc:  Dan  DiBartolo,  Neighborhood  Planning  NE  Quadrant 

Supervisor  Aaron  Peskin,  District  3 
Bruce  Baumann,  Project  Sponsor 
Distribution  List 

L.  Feraandez/Master  Decision  File 
O.  Chavez/Bulletin  Board 
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PROJECT  SITE 


Located  at  701  Lombard  Street,  the  approximately  4,119-square  foot  site  is  on  Lot  1  of  Assessor's  Block  74.  The 
North  Beach  neighborhood  site  is  the  single-lot  on  a  triangular  block  bounded  by  Columbus  Avenue,  Lombard,  and 
Mason  Streets  (see  Figures  1  and  2)  and  is  currently  used  as  an  approximately  18-space  surface  daily  parking  lot.  Curb 
cuts  exist  on  Lombard  and  Mason  Streets.  There  are  no  structures  on  the  site.  The  project  site  is  located  across  Mason 
Street  from  the  North  Beach  Library/Pool/Playground,  and  directly  across  from  the  entrance  to  the  Bocce  Courts 
(currently  closed).  The  Mason  Street  Cable  Car  line  travels  in  both  directions  along  Columbus  Avenue  in  front  of  the 
project  site.  The  site  slopes  in  a  northerly  direction. 

The  site  was  occupied  historically  by  mixed-use  commercial  and  residential  strucmres,  a  hotel,  and  from  the  1940's  to 
1984  was  operated  as  a  gasoline  station.  Since  ceasing  gas  station  operation  and  decommissioning  the  underground 
storage  tanks,  the  site  has  been  used  as  a  paved  surface  parking  lot. 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  proposed  project  includes  the  demolition  and  removal  of  the  existing  parking  lot  and  an  existing  subsurface 
concrete  slab  foundation  from  an  earlier  building  and  the  construction  of  a  four-story,  15,476  gsf  building  with  nine 
residential  units,  two  small  ground  floor  retail  spaces  at  the  Columbus  Avenue  building  comers,  and  nine  off-street 
parking  spaces  on  the  ground  floor.  The  entrance  to  the  residential  units  would  be  off  of  Lombard  Street  while  the 
residential  garage  would  be  accessed  off  of  Mason  Street.  The  proposed  building  would  be  approximately  40  feet  in 
height,  per  Planning  Code  measurement  requirements,  with  parapet  wail,  mechanical  equipment,  and  rooftop  access 
rising  above  that  height. 

PROJECT  SETTING 

The  project  site  is  in  the  North  Beach  NCD  (Neighborhood  Commercial  District)  zoning  district,  which  includes  non- 
public parcels  along  Columbus  Avenue  in  North  Beach.  The  project  site  is  also  within  a  40-X  height  and  bulk  district. 
The  North  Beach  Playground  and  the  North  Beach  Branch  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  are  located  across 
Mason  Street  from  the  project  site,  on  a  block  zoned  P  (Public).  RM-2  (Residential  Mixed,  Moderate  Density)  zoning 
districts  are  located  diagonally  across  the  Mason  and  Lombard  intersection  form  the  project  site  and  also  one  block 
west  toward  Russian  Hill.  Lots  further  to  the  north  and  east  of  the  site  are  within  an  RM-3  (Mixed-Residential, 
Moderate  Density)  district.  j 

The  surrounding  area  consists  of  a  variety  of  low-intensity  residential,  commercial,  and  institutional  uses.  The 
buildings  in  North  Beach  NCD  in  immediate  vicinity  of  the  project  site  range  from  one  to  three  stories,  characterized 


Smith-Emery  GeoServices,  Phase  I  Environmental  Assessment:  701  Lombard  Street,  San  Francisco.  California,  April  3,  1996,  20. 
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by  residential  flats  and  apartments  with  ground  floor  retail.  Large  multi-story  structures  are  visible  from  the  project 
site.  Sts.  Peter  and  Paul  Church  and  Washington  Square,  noteworthy  North  Beach  landmarks,  are  located 
approximately  two  blocks  southeast  of  the  project  site.  The  scenic  "crookedest  street"  segment  of  Lombard  Street  is 
located  three  blocks  to  the  west.  The  site  is  approximately  two  blocks  from  the  original  shoreline  of  San  Francisco's 
"north  beach." 


FIGURE  1  -  PROJECT  VICINITY  Source:  Mapquest/Navigation  Technologies, 

Stemberg/Benjamin  Architects 
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01.1063E:  701  Lombard  Street 
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INITIAL  STUDY  CHECKLIST 
AND  DISCUSSION 


A, 


COMPATIBILITY  WITH  EXISTING  ZONING  AND  PLANS   Not  Applicable  Discussed 


1) 


Discuss  any  variances,  special  authorizations,  or  changes 
proposed  to  the  City  Planning  Code  or  Zoning  Map,  if  applicable. 


X 


X 


2) 


Discuss  any  conflicts  with  any  adopted  environmental 
plans  and  goals  of  the  City  or  Region,  if  applicable. 


X 


X 


The  San  Francisco  Planning  Code,  which  incorporates  by  reference  the  San  Francisco  Zoning  Maps,  governs  permitted 
uses,  densities,  and  the  configuration  of  buildings  within  San  Francisco.  A  permit  to  construct  a  new  building  (or  to 
alter  or  demolish  an  existing  one)  may  not  be  issued  unless  either  a  proposed  project  conforms  to  the  Code,  or  an 
exception  is  granted  pursuant  to  provisions  of  the  Code. 

The  project  site  is  in  the  North  Beach  NCD  (Neighborhood  Commercial)  Zoning  District.  The  North  Beach  NCD 
District  encourages  small-scale,  neighborhood-serving  businesses.  Housing  development  in  new  buildings  is 
encouraged  above  the  second  story.  The  project's  retail  tenants  have  not  been  identified  at  this  time.  However,  most 
new  commercial  development  is  permitted  and  the  project  does  not  require  a  Conditional  Use  permit. 

The  project  site  is  in  a  40-X  height  and  bulk  district,  which  permits  construction  to  a  height  of  40  feet  with  certain  bulk 
restrictions.  The  proposed  four-story  building  would  be  within  the  height  and  bulk  limitations.  The  Department  of 
Building  Inspection  (DBI)  would  require  a  building  permit  for  the  proposed  project 

Environmental  plans  and  policies,  such  as  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  directly  address  environmental  issues  and/or 
contain  targets  or  standards  which  must  be  met  in  order  to  preserve  or  improve  characteristics  of  the  City's  physical 
environment.  The  proposed  development  at  701  Lombard  Street  would  not  obviously  or  substantially  conflict  with  any 
such  adopted  environmental  plan  or  policy. 

The  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  which  provides  general  objectives  and  policies  to  guide  land  use  decisions,  contains 
some  pohcies  that  relate  to  physical  environmental  issues.  The  current  project  would  not  obviously  or  substantially 
conflict  with  any  such  policies.  In  general,  potential  conflicts  of  a  proposed  project  with  the  General  Plan  are 
considered  by  decision  makers  (normally  the  Planning  Commission)  independently  of  the  environmental  review 
process,  as  part  of  the  decision  to  approve  or  disapprove  a  proposed  project.  Any  potential  conflict  not  identified  in 
this  environmental  document  could  be  considered  in  that  context,  and  would  not  alter  the  physical  environmental 
effects  of  the  proposed  project. 

In  November  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  approved  Proposition  M,  the  Accountable  Planning  Initiative,  which 
added  Section  101.1  to  the  Planning  Code  to  establish  eight  Priority  Policies.  These  policies  are:  preservation  and 
enhancement  of  neighborhood-serving  retail  uses;  protection  of  neighborhood  character;  preservation  and  enhancement 
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of  affordable  housing;  discouragement  of  commuter  automobiles;  protection  of  industrial  and  service  land  uses  from  j 
commercial  office  development  and  enhancement  of  resident  employment  and  business  ownership;  maximization  of 
earthquake  preparedness;  landmark  and  historic  building  preservation;  and  protection  of  open  space.  Prior  to  issuing  a 
permit  for  any  project  which  requires  an  Initial  Study  under  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  or 
adopting  any  zoning  ordinance  or  development  agreement,  the  City  is  required  to  find  that  the  proposed  project  is 
consistent  with  the  Priority  Policies.  k 


B.        ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 


All  items  in  this  section  of  the  Initial  Study  Checklist  have  been  checked  •  No  • ,  indicating  that,  upon  evaluation,  staff 
has  determined  that  the  proposed  project  could  not  have  a  significant  adverse  environmental  effect.  Several  of  those 
Checklist  items  have  also  been  checked  'Discussed",  indicating  that  the  Initial  Study  text  includes  discussion  about 
that  particular  issue.  For  all  of  the  items  checked  •  No  • ,  without  discussion,  the  conclusions  regarding  potential 
significant  adverse  environmental  effects  are  based  upon  field  observation,  staff  experience  and  expertise  on  similar 
projects,  and/or  standard  reference  material  available  within  the  Department,  such  as  the  Department's  Transportation 
Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review,  or  the  California  Natural  Diversity  Data  Base  and  maps,  published  by  the 
California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game.  For  each  checklist  item,  the  evaluation  has  considered  the  impacts  of  the 
project  both  individually  and  cumulatively. 

1)        Land  Use.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement  of  an 

established  conmaunity?  _     X  X 

(b)  Have  any  substantial  impact  upon  the  existing 

character  of  the  vicinity?  _    X  X 

Although  the  project  would  result  in  a  four-story  structure  on  a  small  block  which  has  been  effectively  an  open 
connection  between  Columbus  Avenue  and  the  North  Beach  Playground  for  many  decades,  due  to  use  as  a  gas  station 
and  then  parking  lot,  the  proposed  project  would  not  obstruct  pedestrian  corridors,  obstruct  public  rights-of-way,  oi) 
otherwise  disrupt  the  physical  arrangement  of  the  community.  1 1| 

The  4,119-square-foot  site  is  a  paved  surface  parking  lot  used  by  all-day  parking  patrons  and  accommodating 
approximately  18  cars.  As  discussed  above,  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  is  an  established  community  of  residential 
and  neighborhood  commercial,  public  and  park  uses.  Commercial  and  residential  uses  previously  existed  on  the 
project  site.  The  project  would  reintroduce  residential  and  commercial  uses  to  the  site  and  these  uses  are  compatible 
and  consistent  with  the  existing  mix  of  uses  in  the  area.  Automotive  and  parking  uses  are  restricted  in  the  North  Bead 
NCD  in  order  to  promote  continuous  retail  frontages.  The  change  in  land  use  on  site  is  thus  not  considered  £ 
significant  impact. 

The  immediate  surrounding  area  consists  primarily  of  buildings  ranging  in  height  from  one  to  three  stories.  The  greatei 
project  area  includes  buildings  in  RM-2  and  RM-3  districts,  which  are  generally  three  to  four  stories  in  height 
Although  the  proposed  strucmre  would  be  four  stories,  the  project  complies  with  the  height  and  bulk  provisions  of  the 
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Planning  Code,  and  four  stories  is  within  the  range  of  building  heights  in  the  greater  area.  Therefore,  the  project  would 
fall  generally  within  the  existing  neighborhood  characteristics  in  terms  of  size  and  use,  and  would  not  have  a 
substantial  impact  upon  the  existing  character  of  the  vicinity.  Therefore,  for  all  of  the  reasons  stated  above,  the  project 
would  not  be  expected  to  result  in  any  substantial  impacts  related  to  land  use. 

2)        Visual  Quality.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Have  a  substantial,  demonstrable  negative  aesthetic  effect?         _     X  X 

(b)  Substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  any  scenic  view  or 

vista  now  observed  from  public  areas?  _     X  X 

(c)  Generate  obtrusive  light  or  glare  substantially 

impacting  other  properties?  X  X 


The  proposed  building  would  be  approximately  40  feet  in  height,  as  measured  from  the  centerline  of  Mason  Street  per 
Planning  Code  measurement  requirements,  (approximately  57  feet  overall  from  Lombard  Street  grade  to  the  top  of  the 
elevator  penthouse),  which  is  consistent  with  the  height  and  bulk  district  in  which  it  is  located  (40-X).  While  the  four- 
story  building  would  be  taller  than  the  existing  three-story  buildings  immediately  to  the  north,  and  considerably  taller 
than  the  park  and  library  structures  to  the  east,  buildings  of  this  size  and  scale  are  not  uncommon  in  the  greater  project 
vicinity.  The  design  of  the  proposed  building  would  not  adversely  affect  the  existing  visual  character  of  the 
neighborhood,  nor  would  its  size  have  a  substantial,  demonstrable  negative  aesthetic  effect  on  the  existing  setting 
because  of  the  variety  of  building  types  and  heights  found  in  the  greater  project  vicinity,  which  includes  RM-2  and 
RM-3  areas. 


The  Urban  Design  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  identifies  Russian  Hill  and  Telegraph  Hill  (Coit  Tower) 
as  Outstanding  and  Unique  Areas.  The  project  site  is  midway  in  a  valley  between  these  protected  visual  areas.  The 
project  could  obstruct  or  degrade  some  views  of  Russian  Hill  from  the  North  Beach  Playground.  While  some  views  of 
Russian  Hill  from  the  North  Beach  Playground  would  be  lost,  other  views  of  Russian  Hill  from  the  playground  would 
remain.  The  visual  character  of  the  playground  surroundings  would  not  be  substantially  and  adversely  impacted.  The 
views  from  the  playground  would  essentially  remain  as  a  playground  in  an  urban  setting,  with  structures  in  the 
foreground,  Russian  Hill  to  the  west  and  Telegraph  Hill  to  the  east.  No  important  scenic  views  currently  enjoyed  from 
prominent  vista  points  would  be  lost. 

The  General  Plan  also  notes  Columbus  Avenue  for  its  excellent  quality  of  views  and  views  of  important  buildings.  The 
project  would  obstruct  views  of  Coit  tower  from  Columbus  Avenue  at  the  project  site,  as  would  any  project  over  two 
stories  built  on  the  site.  The  project  would  obstruct  southerly  views  of  Sts.  Peter  and  Paul's  Church  from  Columbus 
Avenue  approaching  the  project  site.  The  project  would  not  obstruct  significant  views  from  the  "crookedest  street" 
segment  of  Lombard  street  nor  those  from  Telegraph  Hill.  While  views  of  Coit  Tower  and  Sts.  Peter  and  Paul's 
Church  from  Columbus  Avenue  over  the  project  site  would  be  lost,  those  existing  views  are  transitory  views, 
experienced  for  a  limited  period  of  time  by  pedestrians  and  people  in  vehicles,  representing  a  segment  of  the  view 
experience  while  passing  along  Columbus  Ave.  Other  views  of  these  structures  from  other  portions  of  Columbus 
Avenue  would  still  remain.  Many  other  long  term,  and  more  prominent  views  of  those  structures  from  better  vista 
points  would  remain  throughout  the  project  area.  While  this  loss  or  change  of  views  merits  discussion  as  part  of  the 
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City's  consideration  of  project  approval  or  approval,  these  impacts  would  be  localized  and  would  not  be  considered 
significant  environmental  effects  pursuant  to  CEQA. 


The  proposed  project  would  not  generate  excessive  light  or  glare,  as  store  signage  and  lighting  would  be  in  keeping 
with  similar,  allowable,  illumination  for  small  retail  shops  in  the  North  Beach  NCD.  For  the  aforementioned  reasons, 
the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  substantial  adverse  impacts  to  visual  quality. 

3)  Population.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Induce  substantial  growth  or  concentration  of  population?  _     X  X 

(b)  Displace  a  large  number  of  people  (involving  either 

housing  or  employment)?  _     X  X 

(c)  Create  a  substantial  demand  for  additional  housing  in  San 

Francisco,  or  substantially  reduce  the  housing  supply?     _     X  _ 

The  tenants  for  the  retail  units  are  not  identified  at  present.  However,  because  of  their  size,  averaging  400  gsf,  the  retail 
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uses  would  likely  result  in  fewer  than  four  employees  on  the  project  site  during  any  given  shift.  Patrons  are  expected 
to  predominantly  be  local  residents  or  tourists  traveling  by  foot  or  transit.  The  proposed  residential  portion  of  the 
project  would  include  nine  two-bedroom  units.  The  increased  residential  population  on  the  site  could  be  noticeable  to 
the  immediate  neighborhood  but  would  not  substantially  increase  the  existing  district  or  area-wide  population.  The 
increase  in  population  from  the  proposed  project's  residential  and  retail  uses  would  not  induce  substantial  growth  or 
concentration  of  population  to  the  surrounding  area. 

Neither  business  nor  residential  population  displacement  would  occur  because  the  site  is  presently  unoccupied. 
Therefore,  for  the  aforementioned  reasons,  the  project  would  not  result  in  significant  population  impacts. 

4)  Tran sportation/ Circulation .  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which  is  substantial 

in  relation  to  the  existing  traffic  load  and 

capacity  of  the  street  system?  _     X  X 

(b)  Interfere  with  existing  transportation  systems, 

causing  substantial  alterations  to  circulation 

patterns  or  major  traffic  hazards?  _     X  X 

(c)  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit  demand  which  cannot  be 

accommodated  by  existing  or  proposed  transit  capacity?  _     X  X 

(d)  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  parking  demand  which 

cannot  be  accommodated  by  existing  parking  facilities?  _     X  X 

Columbus  Avenue 

Columbus  Avenue  is  a  major  arterial  street  linking  the  north  waterfront  to  downtown.  Although  it  is  functionally  a 
high-order  street,  it  is  characterized  by  relatively  slow-moving  traffic  and  pedestrian  orientation  of  the  surrounding 
neighborhoods.  Columbus  Avenue  is  designated  in  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  as  a 
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Major  Arterial  and  part  of  the  Congestion  Management  Network  and  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Systen 
Columbus  Street  is  also  noted  as  a  Citywide  Bicycle  Route.  ^| 

Columbus  Avenue  is  a  Transit  Important  Street  as  designated  in  the  General  Plan.  It  carries  the  30  Stockton  Muni  bti 
line,  and  the  Powell-Mason  Street  Cable  Car,  which  stop  across  Lombard  Street  from  the  projects  site.  The  15  Thii 
and  39  Coit  Muni  bus  lines  run  on  Powell  Street,  one  block  to  the  east. 

i 

Trip  Generation 

The  project  is  estimated  to  generate  an  average  daily  212  person-trips  spread  among  various  modes  of  transportatioi 
including  about  27  person-trips  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  Based  on  the  Transportation  Impact  Analysis  Guidelines  fo 
Environmental  Review  using  Superdistrict  1  data  and  2000  Census  data  for  San  Francisco,  it  is  estimated  that  abou 
eight  p.m.  peak  hour  automobile  vehicle  trips  would  be  generated  by  the  project,  about  six  person-trips  by  publiji 
transit,  and  about  ten  person  trips  by  walking  or  other  modes.  The  six  public  transit  trips  during  the  p.m.  peak  pericx 
would  be  accommodated  by  existing  capacity  on  the  abovementioned  transit  lines  and  would  not  noticeably  affec 
transit  service  in  the  area.  Traffic  associated  with  the  residential  garage,  accessed  from  Mason  Street,  would  no 
interfere  with  the  Muni  bus  or  Cable  Car  lines  on  Columbus  Avenue.  The  increase  in  automotive  traffic  during  the 
p.m.  peak  period  would  not  be  a  significant  increase  relative  to  the  existing  capacity  of  the  street  system  and  would  be 
undetectable  to  most  drivers. 


Pedestrian  trips  associated  with  the  proposed  project  would  include  walk  trips  to  and  from  the  residential  entrance  on 
Lombard  Street  and  those  related  to  the  retail  shops  on  Columbus  Avenue.  The  ten  person  trips  during  the  p.m.  peak 
period  would  not  be  discernible  over  existing  conditions  where  residents  and  tourists  cross  the  streets  surrounding  the 
project  site.  Loss  of  visibility  resulting  from  development  of  the  now-open  lot  would  necessitate  some  greater  caution 
in  all  crossings  around  the  block.  A  General  Plan-designated  bicycle  route  is  located  in  front  of  the  project  site.  The 
proposed  project  would  not  cause  any  significant  impacts  related  to  bicycles. 

Parking  and  Loading 

The  Planning  Code  requires  the  provision  of  off-street  parking  for  residential  units  at  a  ratio  of  one  space  per  residential 
unit,  and  the  proposed  project  would  provide  nine  off-street  residential  parking  spaces.  No  parking  is  required  for  the 
retail  use  and  none  are  proposed.  Based  on  the  Transportation  Guidelines,  the  project  is  estimated  to  generate  a 
parking  demand  for  sixteen  parking  spaces  (fourteen  residential,  two  retail).  The  project  would  also  eliminate 
approximately  eighteen  existing  public  parking  spaces  on-site.  Including  the  loss  of  these  eighteen  spaces,  the  project 
would  result  in  a  25-space  parking  deficit  versus  demand. 

On-street  parking  in  the  vicinity  is  limited.  City  parking  surveys  have  concluded  that  the  area  on-street  parking  spaces 
are  essentially  full  at  all  times.  The  project  could  increase  the  demandfor  on-street  parking  in  the  surrounding  area. 
Because  the  project's  commercial  use  would  not  represent  a  substantial  increase  in  the  overall  commercial  activity  in 
the  area  and  given  the  project's  provision  of  one  off-street  parking  space  per  residential  unit,  such  demand  would  be 
minimal  and  would  not  significantly  affect  the  availability  of  area  on-street  parking.  The  loss  of  the  site's  eighteen 
parking  spaces  would  not  substantially  affect  existing  parking  conditions  in  the  surrounding  area.  g 
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Because  parking  deficits  are  not  static  conditions  of  the  natural  or  built  environment,  they  do  not  result  in  significant 
impacts  in  themselves  unless  their  secondary  efifects  to  the  physical  environment,  such  as  increased  traffic  congestion  at 
intersections,  air  quality,  or  noise  effects  caused  by  congestion,  result  in  significant  impacts.  Therefore,  although  the 
existing  parking  conditions  in  proximity  to  the  project  site  are  poor  and  will  be  aggravated  with  the  project,  the 
Department  nonetheless  does  not  consider  this  to  be  a  significant  impact. 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  does  not  require  the  project  to  provide  off-street  loading  spaces  and  none  are 
proposed.  There  would  be  sufficient  room  for  occasional  small  truck  delivery  tracks  to  pull  park  alongside  the  project 
on  the  Mason  Street  or  Lombard  Street  frontages.  Trash  would  be  stored  in  a  ground  floor  trash  room  accessed  through 
the  garage. 

Constraction  vehicles  would  park  in  the  parking  lane  on  Mason  Street.  The  sidewalks  in  front  of  the  project  site  on 
Columbus  Avenue,  Lombard  and  Mason  Streets  would  be  closed  during  constraction.  However  constraction-related 
transportation  impacts  would  be  temporary  and  thus  are  not  considered  significant  adverse  effects. 

Therefore,  for  the  aforementioned  reasons,  the  project  would  not  result  in  significant  transportation  impacts. 

5)        Noise.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Increase  substantially  the  ambient  noise  levels  for 

adjoining  areas?  _     X  X 

(b)  Violate  Title  24  Noise  Insulation  Standards,  if  applicable?  _     X  _ 

(c)  Be  substantially  impacted  by  existing  noise  levels?  _  X   


Based  on  published  scientific  acoustic  studies,  the  traffic  volumes  in  a  project  area  would  need  to  approximately  double 
to  produce  an  increase  in  ambient  noise  levels  noticeable  to  most  people  in  the  area.  Given  its  size,  the  project  would 
not  cause  a  doubling  in  traffic  volumes  and  therefore  would  not  cause  a  noticeable  increase  in  the  ambient  noise  level 
in  the  project  vicinity.  The  proposed  project  would  include  mechanical  equipment,  such  as  air  conditioning  units  and 
chillers,  which  could  produce  operational  noise.  These  operations  would  be  subject  to  the  San  Francisco  Noise 
Ordinance,  Article  29  of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Code.  Compliance  with  Section  2909  of  this  ordinance  would  limit 
noise  from  building  operations,  and  substantial  increases  in  the  ambient  noise  level  due  to  building  equipment  noise 
would  not  be  anticipated. 

The  existing  background  noise  levels  in  the  project  area  are  typical  of  noise  levels  in  urban  San  Francisco.  This 
existing  noise  may  be  occasionally  noticeable  to  building  residents.  However,  these  noise  levels  would  not  be  greater 
than  those  expected  for  a  dense  urban  environment  such  as  San  Francisco. 

Constraction  noise  is  also  regulated  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance.  Section  2907  of  the  Noise  Ordinance 
requires  that  noise  levels  from  individual  pieces  of  constraction  equipment,  other  than  impact  tools,  not  exceed  80  dB  A 
(decibels  on  an  A-weighted  scale)  at  a  distance  of  100  feet  from  the  source.  As  noted  above,  impact  tools 
(jackhammers,  hoe-rammers,  pile  drivers,  impact  wrenches)  must  have  both  intake  and  exhaust  muffled  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Director  of  Public  Works.  Section  2908  of  the  Noise  Ordinance  prohibits  constraction  work 
between  8:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m.,  if  noise  would  exceed  the  ambient  noise  level  by  5  dBA  at  the  project  property  line, 


19 


01.1063E:  701  Lombard  Street 


unless  a  special  permit  is  authorized  by  the  Director  of  Public  Works.  Thus,  no  significant  noise  impacts  are 
anticipated. 


6)        Air  Quality/Climate.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard  or  contribute 

substantially  to  an  existing  or  projected  air  quality 
violation?  _     X  X 

(b)  Expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial  pollutant 

concentrations?  _  X   

(c)  Permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable  odors?    X   

(d)  Alter  wind,  moisture  or  temperature  (including  sun  shading 

effects)  so  as  to  substantially  affect  public  areas,  or 
change  the  climate  either  in  the  conmiunity  or  region?     _     X  X 

Air  Quality 

The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  has  established  thresholds  for  projects  requiring  its 
review  for  potential  air  quality  impacts.  These  thresholds  are  based  on  the  minimum  size  projects  which  the  District 
considers  capable  of  producing  air  quality  problems  due  to  vehicular  emissions.  Since  the  project  would  not  exceed 
this  minimum  standard,  no  significant  air  quality  impacts  due  to  vehicular  emissions  would  be  generated  by  the 
proposal.  BAAQMD  Regulation  8,  Rule  40  requires  that  written  notification  be  submitted  to  the  district  at  least  five 
(5)  days  before  the  startup  of  any  excavation  of  contaminated  soil.  However,  soil  testing  on-site  has  not  detected 
contamination  in  excess  of  acceptable  levels.  Nonetheless,  demolition  and  construction  activity  would  temporarily 
raise  dust  levels  in  the  area,  but  not  to  a  level  that  would  have  significant  impacts  upon  air  quality. 


The  proposed  project  is  adjacent  to  the  North  Beach  Playground  and  its  tot  lot,  tennis,  bocce,  and  basketball  courts. 
These  sites  and  the  outdoor  area  of  the  North  Beach  Branch  Library  may  be  subject  to  migrant  dust  during  excavation 
and  construction  activities.  The  soil  movement  for  fill  removal  and  replacement,  slab  demolition,  and  foundation 
excavation  activities  would  create  the  potential  for  wind-blown  dust  to  add  to  the  particulate  matter  in  the  local 
atmosphere  while  open  soil  is  exposed.  In  order  to  reduce  the  quantity  of  dust  generated  during  site  preparation  and 
construction,  the  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  implement  Mitigation  Measure  1  (MM-1 ;  see  the  Mitigation  Measures 
section  of  this  Initial  Study)  which  provides  for  dust  suppression.  This  mitigation  measure  would  help  reduce  any 
potential  effects  of  dust  generation  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

Shadows 

Section  295  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  was  adopted  in  response  to  Proposition  K  (passed  in  November  1984) 
in  order  to  protect  certain  public  open  spaces  from  shadowing  by  new  structures  during  the  period  between  one  hour 
after  sunrise  to  one  hour  before  sunset,  year  round.  Section  295  restricts  allowable  new  shadow  upon  public  spaces 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  by  any  strucmre  exceeding  40  feet  unless  the  San 
Francisco  Planning  Commission  finds  the  impact  to  be  insignificant.  The  North  Beach  Playground  adjacent  to  the 
project  site  is  subject  to  Section  295  restrictions  and  absolute  cumulative  shadow  limits  of  0%.^  The  project  conforms 
to  the  40  foot  height  limits  for  the  district  per  Planning  Code  measurement  requirements.  The  height  measurement  for 


San  Francisco  Pars  and  Recreation  and  Planning  Departments,  Memorandum  Re:  Proposition  K-  The  Sunlight  Ordinance,  February  3, 
1989. 
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the  proposed  building  was  taken  at  the  center  of  the  Mason  Street  frontage  to  the  roof  line.  Since  the  project  conforms 
to  the  40  foot  height  limit,  it  is  excluded  from  the  requirements  for  shadow  analysis  under  Planning  Code  Section  295. 
Thus,  the  Department  performed  no  shadow  fan  analysis  of  the  project  per  Section  295  and  no  significant  shadow 
impacts  pursuant  to  Section  295  would  result  from  the  project. 

The  project  would  add  shading  to  the  adjacent  North  Beach  Playground  complex  during  parts  of  the  year.  In  order  to 
examine  what  impacts  would  occur  over  what  duration  and  time,  a  shadow  study  was  performed  by  consultant  LaBerge 
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Daylight.  The  net  new  shading  resulting  from  the  project  would  be  limited  in  scope,  and  is  summarized  in  Table  1 .  A 
computer  model  simulation  of  project  shading  effects  was  used  to  create  graphics  illustrating  shadows  on  recreation 
areas.  These  graphics  of  maximum  shadow  incursion  on  the  North  Beach  Playground  are  shown  in  Figures  6A  and 
6B. 


Table  1:  North  Beach  Playground  Areas  and  New  Project  Shadow 


Sub  area 

New  Shadow 
square  feet 
per  shadow 
period  (SsfH) 

Greatest  % 
Contribution  to 
Total  Shadow 

Date 

Shadow  Duration  and  Time 

Basketball  Court 

N/A 

N/A 

May  18 /July  24 

6:  22  -  6:24  p.m. 
(approx.  local  sunset) 

Bocce  Court 

823 

41% 

March  21  /  Sept  21 

4:06 -4:50  p.m. 
(approx.  local  sunset) 

Tennis  Court 

1563 

13% 

May  18 /July  24 

5:24-6:24  p.m. 
(approx.  local  sunset) 

Sun  shading  periods  are  equivalent  at  two  times  during  the  year,  thus  both  dates  are  listed.  Measurements  were  summed  for  half -hour 
periods  thus  values  and  times  are  approximate. 

Park  facilities  open  at  6:00  a.m.  daily  and  close  at  7  :00  p.m.  Monday,  9:00  p.m.  Tuesday  -  Friday,  and  5:00  p.m.  Saturday  -  Sunday. 
The  bocce  courts  are  closed  at  present. 

Source:  LaBerge  Daylight,  701  Lombard  Street  Residential  &  Commercial  Study  Shadow  Study  of  Proposed  Project  in  Relation  to 
North  Beach  Playground,  September  16,  2002 

The  shadow  study  reported  that  the  proposed  project's  sun  shading  effects  on  the  North  Beach  playground  would  be 
greatest  in  April  and  again  in  August,  taking  place  approximately  four  to  93  minutes  before  "local  sunset,"  when  the 
sun  sets  behind  Russian  Hill.  The  longest  overall  project  shadow  duration  on  the  park,  one  hour  and  33  minutes, 
would  occur  on  May  21  and  July  22.  The  contributions  of  maximum  shadow  to  specific  park  assets,  expressed  in 
Shadow  square  foot  Hours  (SsfH)  are  shown  in  Table  1  above. 


Although  shadows  would  extend  beyond  those  time  periods  restricting  allowable  new  shadow  on  parks  under  Section 
295,  the  project  is  excluded  from  the  restrictions  of  that  Section.  New  shadow  from  the  proposed  project  would  be  cast 
primarily  on  the  bocce  ball  courts  and  tennis  courts.  For  the  portions  of  the  park  where  there  would  be  new  shadow 
cast  by  the  proposed  building,  the  air  temperature  would  be  somewhat  cooler  than  it  would  otherwise  have  been  in  the 
absence  of  shadow.  The  amount  of  new  shadow,  in  terms  of  size  and  duration,  is  not  large  relative  to  amounts  of 


LaBerge  Daylight,  701  Lombard  Street  Residential  &  Commercial  Study  Shadow  Study  of  Proposed  Project  in  Relation  to  North  Beach 
Playground,  September  16,  2002. 
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FIGURE  5 A  -  PROJECT  SHADOW 
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Source:  LaBerge  Daylight,  2002 
01.1063E:  701  Lombard  Street 


FIGURE  5B  -  PROJECT  SHADOW 
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sunlight  on  the  park;  those  areas  of  sporting  activity  are  not  as  highly  sensitive  to  shading  in  terms  of  user  enjoyment  as 
are  other  types  of  uses  which  are  more  dependent  upon  direct  sunlight  (e.g.,  areas  where  users  are  more  likely  to  picnic, 
sunbathe,  etc.)  Also,  the  largest  general  recreation  area  of  the  park  would  not  be  shaded  by  the  project.  Therefore,  foi 
the  aforementioned  reasons,  these  impacts  would  be  considered  less-than-significant. 


7)  Utilities/Public  Services.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Breach  published  national,  state  or  local  standards 

relating  to  solid  waste  or  litter  control?  _  X   

(b)  Extend  a  sewer  trunk  line  with  capacity  to  serve  new 

development?  _     X  _ 

(c)  Substantially  increase  demand  for  schools,  recreation 

or  other  public  facilities?  _     X  _ 

(d)  Require  major  expansion  of  power,  water,  or  communications 

facilities?  _     X  X 

Utilities  and  public  services  are  already  provided  for  the  existing  site  and  project  area.  The  proposed  project  would, 
increase  the  demand  for  and  use  of  public  services  and  utilities  on  the  project  site  and  increase  water  and  energy) 
consumption,  but  not  in  excess  of  the  amounts  expected  and  provided  for  in  the  project  area. 

8)  Biology.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Substantially  affect  a  rare  or  endangered  species  of 

animal  or  plant  or  the  habitat  of  the  species?  _     X  X 

(b)  Substantially  diminish  habitat  for  fish,  wildlife  or  g 

plants,  or  interfere  substantially  with  the  movement 

of  any  resident  or  migratory  fish  or  wildlife  species?  _     X  _X 

(c)  Require  removal  of  substantial  numbers  of  mature,  H 

scenic  trees?  _     X  _X 

The  project  would  not  affect  any  threatened,  rare,  or  endangered  animal  or  plant  life  or  habitat,  nor  would  it  interfere 
with  any  resident  or  migratory  species. 


I 


There  are  three  mature  street  trees  planted  within  the  public  sidewalk  right-of  way  surrounding  the  site,  part  of 
established  North  Beach  corridor  landscaping.  This  landscaping  is  noted  in  the  Urban  Design  Element  of  the  San 
Francisco  General  Plan.  Two  project  site  street  trees  line  Columbus  Avenue  while  the  other  faces  Lombard  Street. 
These  trees  would  be  retained  as  part  of  the  project.  However,  in  the  interest  of  protecting  these  mature  trees 
throughout  project  excavation  and  construction  work,  and  ensuring  their  continued  survival  with  the  proposed  project, 
the  project  sponsor  would  implement  Improvement  Measure  IM-1 ;  (see  Improvement  Measures  section  of  this  Initial 
Study),  retaining  the  services  of  an  arborist,  and/or  working  with  the  City's  arborists,  in  protection  of  the  long  term 
survival  of  these  mature  trees.  Biological  impacts  of  the  project  would  be  less  than  significant. 


9)      Geology/Topography.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Expose  people  or  structures  to  major  geologic  hazards 

(slides,  subsidence,  erosion  and  liquefaction).    X  X 

(b)  Change  substantially  the  topography  or  any  unique 
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geologic  or  physical  features  of  the  site? 


X 


Liquefaction 

The  project  site  is  in  a  Seismic  Hazards  Study  Zone  (SHSZ)  as  shown  in  the  Community  Safety  Element  of  the  San 
Francisco  General  Plan,  designated  by  the  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology.  Although  the  site  was  not 
historically  baylands,  the  area  was  covered  with  fill  in  addition  to  native  soils.  Historic  fill  areas  are  known  to  be 
susceptible  to  liquefaction  during  earthquake  events. 

The  project  sponsor  has  provided  a  Geotechnical  Investigation  and  Phase  n  Environmental  Assessment  prepared  in 
1996  for  the  proposed  project  site  by  a  California-licensed  geotechnical  engineer,  which  is  on  file  with  the  Planning 
Department,  available  for  public  review  as  part  of  the  project  file.  The  report  assesses  the  nature  and  severity  of  the 
hazards  on  the  site  and  recommends  project  design  and  construction  features  that  would  reduce  these  hazards.  A 

Geotechnical  Investigation  for  a  previous  project  proposed  for  the  project  site,  prepared  in  1988,  is  also  on  file  with  the 

^  6 
Department. 

Recommendations  contained  in  the  geotechnical  report  address  issues  which  include  but  are  not  limited  to:  excavation, 
use  of  engineered  fill,  seismic  design,  foundations,  retaining  walls,  and  site  drainage.  The  report  notes  the  potential  for 
secondary  seismic  effects  of  liquefaction  and  local  subsidence,  and  seismically-induced  ground  shearing  to  occur  at  this 
site  due  to  site  soil  composition  of  artificial  fill  over  Bay  Mud.  The  geotechnical  report  found  the  site  suitable  for 
development  providing  that  the  recommendations  included  in  the  report  were  incorporated  into  the  design  and 
construction  of  the  proposed  development.  The  sponsor  has  agreed  to  follow  the  recommendations  of  the  report  in 
constructing  the  project.  The  sponsor  would  follow  the  recommendations  of  the  report  as  directed  by  DBI. 

Existing  Fill  Instability 

The  1988  geotechnical  report  found  a  subsurface  concrete  slab  at  approximately  13  feet  below  ground  surface  (bgs), 
fi"om  a  previous  structure,  which  should  be  removed  as  part  of  the  project.  Also,  the  consultant  found  "heterogeneous 
fill"  that  would  "not  provide  an  adequate  foundation  support  for  the  proposed  structure  because  of  its  weak 
compressible  characteristics. . .  [and  would]  result  in  significant  total  and  differential  settlements  and  distress."  ^  The  fill 
materials  beneath  the  site  included  "abundant  broken  brick,  plaster  and  concrete  and  occasional  debris  such  as  roofing 
asphalt  and  charcoal."  Therefore  the  report  recommends  the  removal  of  these  heterogeneous  fill  materials  and 
replacement  with  engineered  fill. 

The  report  notes  predominance  of  sandy  clay  fill  material  to  a  depth  of  33  below  ground  surface  (bgs)  at  which  depth 
sandstone  was  encountered.  The  report  notes  that  the  "natural  sandy  and  clayey  soils  encountered  immediately  below 
the  fill. . .  are  too  weak  and  compressible  to  provide  structural  support."  The  report  thus  recommends  drilled  piers  or 
driven  piles  to  the  sandstone  bedrock  be  considered. 


Smith-Emery  GeoServices,  Phase  II  Environmental  Assessment,  701  Lombard  Street,  San  Francisco,  California,  April  4,  1996. 

6 

Transpacific  Geotechnical  Consultants,  Geotechnical  Investigation,  Proposed  Commercial  and  Residential  Development,  701  Lombard 

Street,  San  Francisco,  California,  September  6,  1988. 

7 

Transpacific  Geotechnical  Consultants,  4. 
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To  ensure  compliance  with  all  San  Francisco  Building  Code  provisions  regarding  structural  safety,  when  DBI  reviews 
the  geotechnical  report  and  building  plans  for  a  proposed  project,  it  will  determine  necessary  engineering  and  design 
features  for  the  project  to  reduce  potential  damage  to  structures  from  groundshaking  and  liquefaction.  Therefore, 
potential  damage  to  structures  from  geologic  hazards  on  a  project  site  would  be  mitigated  through  the  DBI  requirement 
for  a  geotechnical  report  and  review  of  the  building  permit  application  pursuant  to  its  implementation  of  the  Building 
Code. 

The  final  building  plans  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI).  In  reviewing  building 
plans,  the  DBI  refers  to  a  variety  of  information  sources  to  determine  existing  hazards  and  assess  requirements  for  | 
mitigation.  Sources  reviewed  include  maps  of  special  geologic  study  areas  and  known  landslide  areas  in  San 
Francisco,  as  well  as  the  building  inspectors'  working  knowledge  of  areas  of  special  geologic  concern.  For  any 
development  proposal  in  an  area  of  liquefaction  potential,  the  DBI  will,  in  its  review  of  the  building  permit  application, 
require  the  project  sponsor  to  prepare  a  geotechnical  report  pursuant  to  the  State  Seismic  Hazards  Mapping  Act. 

To  ensure  compliance  with  all  San  Francisco  Building  Code  provisions  regarding  structural  safety,  when  DBI  reviews 
the  geotechnical  report  and  building  plans  for  a  proposed  project,  it  will  determine  necessary  engineering  and  design 
features  for  the  project  to  reduce  potential  damage  to  structures  from  groundshaking  and  liquefaction.  The  effects  of 
structural  damage  from  groundshaking  and  liquefaction  are  considered  potentially  significant  impacts.  However,  j 
potential  damage  to  structures  from  geologic  hazards  on  a  project  site  would  be  reduced  to  a  less-than-significant  level  { 
through  the  DBI  requirement  for  a  geotechnical  report  and  review  of  the  building  permit  application  pursuant  to  its 
implementation  of  the  Building  Code.  The  sponsor  would  be  directed  to  follow  the  recommendations  of  DBI. 

According  to  the  geotechnical  investigation  for  the  project  site,  groundwater  occurs  at  approximately  18  feet  bgs. 
Fluctuations  in  groundwater  could  occur  from  variations  in  rainfall,  tidal  fluctuations,  and  possibly  other  factors.  If  t 
required,  groundwater  observation  wells  would  be  installed  to  monitor  potential  settlement  and  subsidence.  If,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Special  Inspector,  unacceptable  movement  were  to  occur  during  dewatering,  groundwater  recharge  | 
would  be  used  to  halt  this  settlement.  Costs  for  the  survey  and  any  necessary  repairs  to  service  lines  under  the  street  i 
would  be  borne  by  the  project  sponsor.  Groundwater  contamination  impacts,  or  subsequent  subsidence  impacts  from 
dewatering  are  potentially  significant  adverse  elTects  of  excavation.  However,  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the 
City's  Industrial  Waste  Ordinance  would  reduce  these  potential  impacts  to  less-than-significant  levels. 

Therefore,  for  the  aforementioned  reasons,  the  project  would  not  result  in  significant  geologic  hazard  impacts. 

10)     Water.  Could  the  project: 

(a)  Substantially  degrade  water  quality,  or  contaminate  a 

public  water  supply? 

(b)  Substantially  degrade  or  deplete  ground  water  re- 

sources, or  interfere  substantially  with  ground 
water  recharge? 

(c)  Cause  substantial  flooding,  erosion  or  siltation? 


Yes  No  Discussed 
_     X  X 


X  X 
X  X 


•I 
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Domestic  water  supply  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  is  obtained  from  mountain  surface  runoff  and 
distributed  through  a  system  maintained  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Pubhc  Works.  No  potable  water  supplies 
would  be  affected  by  the  project. 

The  project  site  is  completely  paved.  Site  runoff  is  collected  in  drop  inlet  catch  basins  adjacent  to  the  project  site. 
From  there,  water  is  carried  by  the  Municipal  storm  sewer  system  for  treatment  prior  to  discharge  into  San  Francisco 
Bay.  The  project  would  not  change  the  current  amount  of  impervious  surface  area,  therefore  the  volume  of  water  from 
runoff,  drainage,  or  groundwater  recharge  would  not  be  substantially  changed  as  a  result  of  the  project  and  no 
significant  impact  would  be  expected. 


11)    Energy/Namral  Resources.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Encourage  activities  which  result  in  the  use  of 

large  amounts  of  fuel,  water,  or  energy,  or  use 

these  in  a  wasteful  manner?  _     X  _X 

(b)  Have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  potential  use, 

extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural  resource?  _     X  _ 

The  project  would  re-establish  a  previous  use  and  add  two  new  uses  to  the  project  site.  This  would  result  in  more 
energy  use  overall  but  not  substantial  in  the  context  of  the  larger  district,  the  City,  or  regionally.  Thus  the  energy 
effects  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  less-than-significant. 


12)    Hazards.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Create  a  potential  public  health  hazard  or  involve  the 

use,  production  or  disposal  of  materials  which  pose  a 
hazard  to  people  or  animal  or  plant  populations  in  the 

area  affected?  _     X  X 

(b)  Interfere  with  emergency  response  plans  or  emergency 

evacuation  plans?  _     X  _ 

(c)  Create  a  potentially  substantial  fire  hazard?    X   

Subsurface  Soil  Investigation 

A  Phase  n  environmental  assessment  was  performed  in  1996  for  the  purposes  of  providing  soil  analysis  of  locations 

g 

downgradient  from  previous  fuel  tanks  and  dispensers  on  the  project  site.  The  project  site  was  occupied  by  gasoline 
service  stations  from  the  1940's  until  1984.  In  1984  the  service  station  and  its  underground  storage  tanks  were 

9 

removed  per  requu^ements  m  place  at  the  time.  Inspections  at  the  time  of  the  tank  removal  did  not  include  chemical 
analysis  of  the  tank  pit  soils,  hence  the  Phase  n  report  was  prepared  in  keeping  with  current  requirements  to  test  soils 
surrounding  tank  equipment. 

No  recognized  environmental  conditions  were  noted  in  the  Phase  I  assessment,  which  recommended  routine 
investigation  of  soils  for  the  reasons  cited  above.  Two  properties  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  are  listed  on 


Smith-Emery  GeoServices,  Phase  11  Environmental  Assessment:  701  Lombard  Street,  San  Francisco,  California,  April  4,  1996,  1. 
^  Ibid.,  20. 
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environmental  databases  for  Hazardous  Waste  and  Substances  Sites,  with  oversight  by  the  Cahfomia  State  Wji  r 
Resources  Control  Board  Leaking  Underground  Storage  Tanks  unit.  The  site  at  767  Lombard,  approximately  175  lit 
west  across  Columbus  Avenue  from  the  proposed  project  site,  is  a  laundromat.  Topography  would  probably  lead ;  ly 
potential  leaks  from  this  site  to  points  north  and  past  the  proposed  project  site.  Thus,  this  use  is  not  likely  to  pose  ii 
environmental  hazard  to  the  proposed  project  site.  The  site  at  706  Columbus  Avenue  is  approximately  Vi-Dle 
southeast  of  the  proposed  project  site  and  is  considered  too  distant  to  affect  the  proposed  project  site.  Therefore  e 
Phase  n  assessment  was  conducted  to  test  site  soils  for  potential  contaminants  associated  with  the  project  site's  fom  r 
underground  petroleum  and  oil  storage  tanks  and  not  any  other  recognized  environmental  conditions  evident  at  e 
subject  site  or  through  proximity  to  other  hazardous  waste  and  substances  sites.  However,  the  Phase  11  analysis  of  e 
soils  cover  a  range  of  constituent  chemicals  including  those  used  at  the  vicinity  hazardous  waste  sites. 

Contamination 

The  borings  sampled  representative  fill  and  native  soils  in  three  locations  downgradient  form  the  former  service  statih 
fuel  storage  tanks,  at  depths  of  8, 10,  and  12  feet  below  ground  surface  (bgs)  corresponding  to  the  bottom  of  the  fill  ijd 
estimated  base  of  the  storage  tanks.  Representative  soil  samples  were  tested  for  petroleum  hydrocarbons  as  gasol  je 
and  benzene,  toluene,  ethylbenzene,  and  xylene;  one  sample  was  tested  for  lead.  No  groundwater  was  encountered  sii 
no  water  samples  were  available  for  this  project.  The  chemical  analyses  found  no  indication  of  hydrocarlii 
contamination  and  lead  residue  at  a  low  value,  (48  mg/kg),  corresponding  to  a  probable  background  level  of  lead, :  t 
to  any  fuel-related  sources. 

Soil  contamination  is  considered  to  be  a  potentially  significant  impact.  However,  public  exposure  to  contaminated  si  I  ^ 
would  constimte  a  less  than  significant  potential  public  health  hazard  because  the  soils  on  the  project  site  are  i  t 
contaminated  with  lead  at  or  above  a  potentially  hazardous  level  (i.e.,  above  50  ppm  total  lead).  Therefore,  no  furtlt  r 
measures  with  regard  to  lead-contaminated  soils  on  the  site  would  be  necessary  and  no  adverse  impacts  to  public  he£i  i 
would  be  expected. 

13)     Culmral.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Disrupt  or  adversely  affect  a  prehistoric  or  historic 

archaeological  site  or  a  property  of  historic  or 
cultural  significance  to  a  community  or  ethnic  or 
social  group;  or  a  paleontological  site  except  as  a 

part  of  a  scientific  study?  _     X  X 

(b)  Conflict  with  established  recreational,  educational, 

religious  or  scientific  uses  of  the  area?  _  X   

(c)  Conflict  with  the  preservation  of  buildings  subject 

to  the  provisions  of  Article  10  or 

Article  1 1  of  the  City  Planning  Code?  _    X  X 

Factors  considered  in  order  to  determine  the  potential  for  encountering  archaeological  resources  include  location,  de] 
and  amount  of  excavation  proposed,  as  well  as  any  existing  information  about  known  resources  in  the  area.  T 
project  site  is  in  an  area  where  archaeological  resources  may  be  present,  based  on  the  site  location  which  is  proximii 
to  the  North  Beach  shore  of  San  Francisco,  and  potential  prehistoric  as  well  as  historic  settlements.  However,  previc 

10 

Ibid.,3. 

11 

Ibid.,  5. 
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site  disturbance  has  taken  place  for  area  fill,  construction  and  demolition.  Because  the  proposed  project  will  not 
excavate  to  a  level  beyond  that  previous  disturbed,  the  likelihood  of  encountering  useful  archaeological  resources  is 
small.  Accordingly,  Mitigation  Measure  2  (MM-2;  see  the  Mitigation  Measures  section)  has  been  recommended,  in 
order  to  avoid  any  potential  adverse  effect  from  the  proposed  project  on  accidentally  discovered  buried  or  submerged 
historical  resources  discovered  during  project  excavation. 

Since  the  site  is  presently  undeveloped,  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  no  direct  impact  to  any  buildings  or 
districts  identified  in  Sections  10  or  11  of  the  Planning  Code.  The  project  site  was  included  in  the  area  of  the  North 
Beach  Cultural  Resource  Survey,  conducted  in  1981-1982,  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  1999.  None  of  the 
many  structures  in  the  North  Beach  area  which  are  on  local  or  State  registers  of  historical  resources  would  be  affected 
by  the  proposed  project.  Therefore,  the  project  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  on  historical  resources. 

C.  OTHER.  Could  the  project:         "  Yes  No  Discussed 

Require  approval  and/or  permits  from  City  Departments  other  than 
Department  of  City  Planning  or  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection, 

or  from  Regional,  State  or  Federal  Agencies?  X    X 

Approvals 

The  project  sponsor  would  be  required  to  secure  permits  from  the  following  San  Francisco  Departments: 

1.  Department  of  Public  Works,  Street-Use  and  Mapping,  permit  for  temporary  lane  closure  and  street 
occupancy 

2.  Department  of  Building  Inspection,  for  building  permit  approval 
Neighborhood  Notice 

A  Notification  of  Project  Receiving  Environmental  Review  was  mailed  on  March  1, 2002  to  the  owners  and  occupants 
of  properties  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  Concerns  were  expressed  regarding  the  possible  effects  of  the  project  on 
historic  resources  in  the  North  Beach  Survey  Area  and  neighborhood  character,  park  shading,  and  project  height  and 
bulk.  These  issues  have  been  addressed  above,  by  topic.  In  addition,  comments  on  the  project  by  both  the  San 
Francisco  Public  Library,  Park  and  Recreation  Department,  and  Bureau  of  Street  Environmental  Services  are 
incorporated  into  this  review. 

D.  MITIGATION  MEASURES  Yes  No  N/A  Discussed 


1)  Could  the  project  have  significant  effects  if  mitigation 

measures  are  not  included  in  the  project?  X      X 

2)  Are  all  mitigation  measures  necessary  to  eliminate  significant 

effects  included  in  the  project?  X      X 

Each  of  the  following  mitigation  measures,  which  have  been  agreed  to  by  the  project  sponsor,  is  necessary  to  avoid 
potential  significant  effects  of  the  project: 
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MM-1.  Construction  Air  Quality 

The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  contractor(s)  to  spray  the  site  with  water  during  demolition,  excavation,  am 
construction  activities;  spray  unpaved  construction  areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soi 
sand,  and  other  material;  cover  trucks  hauling  debris,  soils,  sand  or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  surrounding  street 
during  demolition,  excavation,  and  construction  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate  emissions.  Ordinano 
175-91,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6, 1991,  requires  that  non-potable  water  be  used  for  dust  contrc 
activities.  Therefore,  the  project  sponsor  would  require  that  the  contractor(s)  obtain  reclaimed  water  from  the  Clea 
Water  Program  for  this  purpose.  The  project  sponsors  would  require  the  project  contractor(s)  to  maintain  and  operat 
construction  equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of  particulates  and  other  pollutants,  by  such  means  as 
prohibition  on  idling  motors  when  equipment  is  not  in  use  or  when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and  implementation  c 
specific  maintenance  programs  to  reduce  emissions  for  equipment  that  would  be  in  frequent  use  for  much  of  th 
construction  period. 

The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  contractor(s)  to  spray  the  site  with  water  during  demolition,  excavation,  am 
construction  activities;  spray  unpaved  construction  areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soi 
sand,  and  other  material;  cover  trucks  hauling  debris,  soils,  sand  or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  surrounding  street 
during  demolition,  excavation,  and  construction  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate  emissions.  Ordinanc 
175-91,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6, 1991,  requires  that  non-potable  water  be  used  for  dust  contrc 
activities.  Therefore,  the  project  sponsor  would  require  that  the  contractor(s)  obtain  reclaimed  water  from  the  Clea 
Water  Program  for  this  purpose.  The  project  sponsors  would  require  the  project  contractor(s)  to  maintain  and  operat! 
construction  equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of  particulates  and  other  pollutants,  by  such  means  as 
prohibition  on  idling  motors  when  equipment  is  not  in  use  or  when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and  implementation  ( 
specific  maintenance  programs  to  reduce  emissions  for  equipment  that  would  be  in  frequent  use  for  much  of  th 
construction  period. 

MM-2.  Cultural  Resources 

The  following  mitigation  measure  is  required  to  avoid  any  potential  adverse  effect  from  the  proposed  project  oi 
accidentally  discovered  buried  or  submerged  historical  resources  as  defined  in  CEQA  Guidelines  Sectic 
15064.5(a)(c).  The  project  sponsor  shall  distribute  the  Planning  Department  archeological  resource  "ALERT"  sheet  t 
the  project  prime  contractor;  to  any  project  subcontractor  (including  demolition,  excavation,  grading,  foundation,  pi 
driving,  etc.  firms);  or  utilities  firm  involved  in  soils  disturbing  activities  within  the  project  site.  Prior  to  any  soi 
disturbing  activities  being  undertaken  each  contractor  is  responsible  for  ensuring  that  the  "ALERT"  sheet  is  circulate 
to  all  field  personnel  including,  machine  operators,  field  crew,  pile  drivers,  supervisory  personnel,  etc.  The  projec 
sponsor  shall  provide  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO)  with  a  signed  affidavit  from  the  responsible  parti( 
(prime  contractor,  subcontractor(s),  and  utilities  firm)  to  the  ERO  confirming  that  all  field  personnel  have  receive 
copies  of  the  Alert  Sheet. 

Should  any  indication  of  an  archeological  resource  be  encountered  during  any  soils  disturbing  activity  of  the  projec} 
the  project  Head  Forman  and/or  project  sponsor  shall  immediately  notify  the  ERO  and  shall  immediately  suspend  ai' 
soils  disturbing  activities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  discovery  until  the  ERO  has  determined  what  additional  measun 
should  be  undertaken. 
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If  the  ERO  determines  that  an  archeological  resource  may  be  present  within  the  project  site,  the  project  sponsor  shall 
retain  the  services  of  a  qualified  archeological  consultant.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  advise  the  ERO  as  to 
whether  the  discovery  is  an  archeological  resource,  retains  sufficient  integrity,  and  is  of  potential 
scientific/historical/cultural  significance.  If  an  archeological  resource  is  present,  the  archeological  consultant  shall 
identify  and  evaluate  the  archeological  resource.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  make  a  recommendation  as  to  what 
action,  if  any,  is  warranted.  Based  on  this  information,  the  ERO  may  require,  if  warranted,  specific  additional 
measures  to  be  implemented  by  the  project  sponsor. 

Measures  might  include:  preservation  in  situ  of  the  archeological  resource;  an  archaeological  monitoring  program;  or 
an  archeological  testing  program.  If  an  archeological  monitoring  program  or  archeological  testing  program  is  required, 
it  shall  be  consistent  with  the  Major  Environmental  Analysis  (MEA)  division  guidelines  for  such  programs.  The  ERO 
may  also  require  that  the  project  sponsor  immediately  implement  a  site  security  program  if  the  archeological  resource  is 
at  risk  from  vandalism,  looting,  or  other  damaging  actions. 

The  project  archeological  consultant  shall  submit  a  Final  Archeological  Resources  Report  (PARR)  to  the  ERO  that 
evaluates  the  historical  significance  of  any  discovered  archeological  resource  and  describing  the  archeological  and 
historical  research  methods  employed  in  the  archeological  monitoring/data  recovery  program(s)  undertaken. 
Information  that  may  put  at  risk  any  archeological  resource  shall  be  provided  in  a  separate  removable  insert  within  the 
final  report. 

Copies  of  the  Draft  FARR  shall  be  sent  to  the  ERO  for  review  and  approval.  Once  approved  by  the  ERO,  copies  of  the 
FARR  shall  be  distributed  as  follows:  California  Archaeological  Site  Survey  Northwest  Information  Center  (NWIC) 
shall  receive  one  (1)  copy  and  the  ERO  shall  receive  a  copy  of  the  transmittal  of  the  FARR  to  the  NWIC.  The  Major 
Environmental  Analysis  division  of  the  Planning  Department  shall  receive  three  copies  of  the  FARR  along  with  copies 
of  any  formal  site  recordation  forms  (CA  DPR  523  series)  and/or  documentation  for  nomination  to  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places/California  Register  of  Historical  Resources.  In  instances  of  high  public  interest  or 
interpretive  value,  the  ERO  may  require  a  different  final  report  content,  format,  and  distribution  than  that  presented 
above. 

IMPROVEMENT  MEASURES 

Improvement  measures  diminish  effects  of  the  project  that  are  identified  in  the  environmental  analysis  as  being  less- 
than-significant  impacts. 

IM-1  Protection  of  Mature  Street  Trees 

Prior  to  disturbing  soils  on  the  project  site,  the  project  sponsor  would  conduct  the  following  measures: 

a.  The  sponsor  shall  retain  the  services  of  a  qualified  arborist,  or  a  City  arborist,  with  the  objective  of  designing  a 
tree  protection  and  monitoring  plan  to  enhance  the  survival  of  the  mature  street  trees  surrounding  the  project  site 
during  construction  allowing  for  future  growth. 

b.  The  plan  shall  meet  with  the  approval  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  Street  Environmental  Services,  Tree 
Maintenance  arborists. 
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The  monitoring  would  involve  on-site  supervision  of  potential  tree-disturbing  activity  and  recordation  * 
observations  in  a  log.  The  monitoring  program  would  result  in  a  written  report  to  be  submitted  directly  to  tl 
Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO),  within  one  year  of  completion  of  construction,  with  a  copy  to  the  proje 
sponsor.  The  report  shall  report  on  observations  of  tree  health  six  months  after  construction  and  provi( 
recommendations. 

Should  the  project  result  in  the  accidental  injury  to  a  tree  which  results  in  iromediate  or  eventual  tree  mortali 
the  project  sponsor  shall,  at  their  expense,  replace  the  tree  with  a  comparably  mature  species  as  directed  by  t 
aforementioned  City  arborists. 


MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE  Yes  No  Discussed 

1)  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade  the  quality 

of  the  environment,  substantially  reduce  the  habitat  of 
a  fish  or  wildlife  species,  cause  a  fish  or  wildlife 
population  to  drop  below  self-sustaining  levels,  threaten 
to  eliminate  a  plant  or  animal  community,  reduce  the 
number  or  restrict  the  range  of  a  rare  or  endangered 
plant  or  animal,  or  eliminate  important  examples  of  the 

major  periods  of  California  history  or  pre-history?  _  X   

2)  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  achieve  short-term, 

to  the  disadvantage  of  long-term,  environmental  goals?  _  X   

3)  Does  the  project  have  possible  environmental  effects  which 

are  individually  limited,  but  cumulatively  considerable? 
(Analyze  in  the  light  of  past  projects,  other  current 

projects,  and  probable  future  projects.)  _  X   

4)  Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse  effects  on 

human  beings,  either  directly  or  indirectly?  _  X   


The  project  would  require  a  permits  from  the  Bureau  of  Street-Use  and  Mapping  for  lane  closure/street  occupancy,  < 
from  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection.  While  local  concerns  or  other  planning  considerations  may  be  groujj^ 
for  modification  or  denial  of  the  proposal,  in  the  independent  judgment  of  the  Planning  Department,  there  is 
substantial  evidence  that  the  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment. 

H.      ON  THE  BASIS  OF  THIS  INITIAL  STUDY 

  I  find  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  a  NEGATI 

DECLARATION  will  be  prepared  by  the  Planning  Department. 

X  I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  there  WILL  N  T 
be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case  because  Mitigation  Measures,  numbers  1  -  2,  in  the  discussion  have  bEn 
included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project.  A  MITIGATED  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepan 

  I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  an  ENVIRONMENl  JL 

IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 
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DATE: 


PAUL  E.  MALTZER 
Environmental  Review  Officer 

for 


Gerald  G.  Green 
Director  of  Planning 
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